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Detailed Action 

Response to Amendment 

1 . The Office Action has been issued in response to amendment filed 23 January 
2007. Claims 1-32 are pending. Claim rejection made to Claim 1-2, 4-8, and 21-27 
under U.S.C. 101 have been withdrawn as a result of applicant's amendment. Claim 
rejection made to Claim 21 under U.S.C. 112 has also been withdrawn due to 
applicant's amendment. Applicant's arguments have been carefully and respectfully 
considered in light of the instant amendment, and are not persuasive. Accordingly, this 
action has been made FINAL. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



3. Claims 13 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Kojima et al (USPG-Pub No. 20050076281A1). 



As for Claim 13, Kojima et al teaches a message-based system for managing a 
storage area network (SAN) (see paragraph [0103]), comprising: a management server 
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(e.g., network terminal; see paragraph [0009][0010] and [001 1]) that monitors states of 
devices coupled to the SAN and sends alert messages based on the states (see 
paragraph [0052][0096][0097] and [0098]); and a message processor that receives the 
alert messages and sends notification messages (see Fig. 6, 11), the message 
processor comprising: a receiver that receives the alert messages (see Fig. 3 (225); 
e.g., error detection unit; ([0009][0010][0011], and [0041])), a parser that analyzes the 
received alert messages (see Fig. 3 (226); e.g., notification judgment unit; see 
paragraph [0009][0010][0011], and [0043])), a formatter/addresser that formats and 
addresses the notification messages, and a transmitter that sends the notification 
messages to messaging devices (see Fig. 3 (224); e.g., notification unit; (see paragraph 
[0009][0010][0011], and [0042])). 

Claim 28 differs from Claim 13 in that claim 28 is a system whereas claim 13 is a 
system claim. Thus, claim 28 is analyzed as previously discussed with respect to claim 
13 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 1-12, 14-27, and 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kojima et al (USPG-Pub No. 2005007628 1A1) in view of Primm et al 
(US Patent No. 709532 1B2). 

As for Claim 1 , Kojima et al teaches of a message-based method for managing a 
storage area network (SAN) (see paragraph [0103]), comprising identifying a notification 
message (see Fig. 11(a, b); see paragraph [0006][0038][0096]), wherein the notification 
message provides information related to the state of the device (e.g., error detection 
unit, judgment unit; (see paragraph [0009][001 0][0042] and [0043])). Kojima et al failed 
to explicitly recite the limitations of receiving an alert related to a state of a device 
coupled to the SAN, parsing the alert to identify the state of the device, comprising: 
determining a problem category, and determining action options, consulting an action 
rules database, identifying action required in response to the identified state of the 
device. Primm et al teaches receiving an alert related to a state of a device (e.g., error 
condition objects; (see col. 4, lines 37-47); parsing the alert to identify the state of the 
device (e.g., alert handling system; (see col. 3, lines 26-29; col. 6, line 49- col. 7, line 3; 
col. 8, lines 16-23; col. 9, lines 24-38)), comprising: determining a problem category and 
determining action options (e.g., alert actions; (see col. 8, lines 28-33; col. 12, lines 20- 
24, 29-32)), comprising consulting an action rules database (e.g., alert profiles; (see col. 

6, line 57- col. 7, line 3; col. 12, lines 34-41, 51-54)); identifying action required in 
response to the identified state of the device (e.g., action handlers; (see col. 9, line 58- 
col. 10, line 65)). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined an alert monitoring and notification 
system and method as taught by Primm et al with the network terminal that notifies the 
administrator of error as taught by Kojima et al because an improved monitoring, alert 
processing and notification system and method would broaden functionality, address 
severity of an error, and enhance response times for system maintenance (Primm et al 
see col. 1 , lines 24-58) 

As for Claim 2, Kojima et al teaches identifying an operator, of the SAN to receive 
the notification message (e.g., administrator, (see paragraph [0096][0098][0099] and 
[0105])). 

As for Claim 3, Kojima et al teaches sending the notification message to the 
operator (Fig. 17 (s64); see paragraph [0093][0095][0097] and 0099]). 

As for Claim 4, Kojima et al teaches waiting on a response message from the 
operator (see paragraph [0097][0098][0099] and 0100]). Kijima et al fails to clearly 
recite directing performance of one or more action steps. Primm et al teaches of 
directing performance of one or more action steps (e.g., action handlers) and directing 
execution of the action steps (Fig. 3 (110); e.g., alert handling system; (see col. 3, lines 
26-29; col. 6, line 49- col. 7, line 3; col. 8, lines 16-23; col. 9, lines 24-38; col. 13, lines 
40-43; col. 9, 58- col. 10, line 65)). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined directing performance of one or more 
action steps as taught by Primm et al with notification messages as taught by Kojima et 
al for the motivation expressed in independent Claim 1 above. 

As for Claim 5, Kojima et al teaches the information in the notification message 
(see Fig. 6; (see paragraph [0006][0038][0096] and [0098])). Kijima et al fails to clearly 
recite including one or more suggested action steps for execution. Primm et al clearly 
teaches of including one or more suggested action steps for execution (e.g., alert 
handling system; (see col. 3, lines 26-29; col. 6, line 49- col. 7, line 3)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
combined suggested action steps for execution as taught by Primm et al with 
notification messages taught by Kojima et al for the motivation expressed in 
independent Claim 1 above. 

As for Claim 6, Kojima et al teaches of the information within notification 
messages, but fails to explicitly recite directing performance of one or more automatic 
action steps. Primm et al teaches directing performance of one or more automatic 
action steps (see Fig. 3 (1 10); e.g., alert handling system; (see col. 3, lines 26-29; col. 
6, line 49- col. 7, line 3; col. 8, lines 16-23; col. 9, lines 24-38; col. 13, lines 40-43)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined directing performance of one or more 
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automatic action steps as taught by Primm et al with notification messages taught by 
Kojima et al for the motivation expressed in independent Claim 1 above. 

As for Claim 7, Kojima et al teaches of notification messages, but fails to 
explicitly recite the information includes a report of automatic action steps completed. 
Primm et al clearly teaches the information includes a report of automatic action steps 
completed (e.g., displaying error conditions; (see col. 11, lines 41-50)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined a report of automatic action steps 
completed as taught by Primm with notification messages as taught by Kojima et al for 
the motivation expressed in independent Claim 1 above. 

As for Claim 8, Kojima et al teaches of notification messages, but fails to 
explicitly recite notification messages are one of an e-mail message, a voice message 
and a voice-to-text message. Primm et al teaches that notification messages are one of 
an e-mail message, a voice message and a voice-to-text message (e.g., action 
handlers; (see col. 9, line 58- col. 10, line 65)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined an e-mail message, a voice message 
and a voice-to-text message with the notification messages as taught by Kojima et al for 
the motivation expressed in independent Claim 1 above. 
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As for Claim 9, Kojima et al teaches a method for managing a storage area 
network (SAN) [0103], wherein a message processor receives alerts from a 
management server and sends notification messages (see Fig. 11 (a, b), Fig. 16 (s55); 
see paragraph [0006][0038] and [0096]) to SAN operators ((e.g., administrator, (see 
paragraph [0096][0098][0099] and [0105]))). Kojima et al also teaches of identifying an 
operator to receive a notification message (e.g., administrator, (see paragraph 
[0096][0098][0099], [0105])). Primm et al clearly teaches of monitoring states of devices 
(see Fig. 3 (106); e.g., monitoring system; (see col. 1, line 64- col. 2, line 4; col. 14, lines 
40-45)); receiving an alert when a state of a device indicates a problem (e.g., alert 
actions; (see col. 8, lines 28-33; col. 12, lines 20-24, 29-32)). In addition, Primm et al 
teaches determining if the alert is understood, wherein if the alert is not understood, the 
message processor sends a return message to the management server (e.g., alert 
handling system; (see col. 3, lines 26-29; col. 6, line 49- col. 7, line 3; col. 8, lines 16-23; 
col. 13, lines 40-43)); identifying a device subject to the alert, identifying a problem as 
indicated by the alert, identifying action steps for responding to the problem (e.g., alert 
actions; (col. 8, lines 28-33; col. 12, lines 20-24, 29-32)), and formatting and sending the 
notification message (e.g., action handlers; (see col. 9, line 58- col. 10, line 65; col. 13, 
lines 40-43)). The alert handling system determines if that alert has been understood 
and processed through recognition of the data it has received from the error object. A 
proper response would be chosen afterwards. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined an alert monitoring and notification 
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system and method as taught by Primm et al with the network terminal that notifies the 
administrator of error as taught by Kojima et al because an improved monitoring, alert 
processing and notification system and method would broaden functionality, address 
severity of an error, and enhance response times for system maintenance (Primm et al 
(see col. 1 , lines 24-58) 

As for Claim 10, Kojima et al teaches of notification messages, but fails to 
explicitly recite identifying a problem category. Primm et al teaches identifying the 
problem comprises identifying a problem category (e.g., alert actions; (col. 8, 28-33)) 
and consulting an action rules database (e.g., alert profiles; (see col. 6, line 57- col. 7, 
line 3; col. 12, lines 34-41, 51-54)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined identifying a problem category as taught 
by Primm et al with notification messages as taught by Kojima et al for the motivation 
expressed in independent Claim 9 above. 

As for Claim 1 1 , Kojima et al teaches of notification messages, but fails to 
explicitly recite determining if action is required, identifying the action, and determining if 
the action is automatic. Primm et al teaches identifying action steps comprises 
determining if action is required, identifying the action, and determining if the action is 
automatic (e.g., alert profiles; (see col. 6, line 57- col. 7, line 3; col. 12, lines 34-41, 51- 
54)). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined determining if action is required, 
identifying the action, and determining if the action is automatic as taught by Primm et al 
with notification messages as taught by Kojima et al for the motivation expressed in 
independent Claim 9 above. 

As for Claim 12, Kojima et al teaches of notification messages, but fails to 
explicitly recite if the action is automatic, initiating the action. Primm et al teaches if the 
action is automatic, initiating the action (e.g., alert handling system; ((see col. 6, line 49- 
col. 7, line 3; col. 9, lines 24-38)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the - 
time the invention was made to have combined initiating an action as taught by Primm 
et al with notification messages as taught by Kojima et al for the motivation expressed in 
independent Claim 9 above. 

As for Claim 14, Kojima et al teaches of notification messages, but fails to 
explicitly recite an action rules database that specifies possible corrective actions. 
Primm et al teaches an action rules database that specifies possible corrective actions 
(e.g., alert profile; (see col. 6, line 57- col. 7, line 3), wherein the parser consults the 
database and uses a state of a device ((see col. 4, lines 37-47; col. 13, lines 25-39; col. 
14, lines 6-13)) to determine action options ((see col. 8, lines 28-33; col. 12, lines 20- 
24). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined an action rules database taught by 
Primm et al with notification messages as taught by Kojima for the motivation expressed 
in independent Claim 9 above. 

As for Claim 15, Kojima et al clearly teaches of the message processor (e.g., 
network terminal; see paragraph [0009], [0010], and [001 1]), Kijima et al fails to clearly 
recite possible corrective actions include actions to be initiated automatically. Primm et 
al teaches of the possible corrective actions include actions to be initiated automatically 
(e.g., alert actions; (see col. 8, lines 28-33; col. 12, lines 20-24, 29-32; col. 15, lines 3- 
13)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined corrective actions as taught by Primm et 
al with notification messages as taught by Kojima et al for the motivation expressed in 
independent Claim 9 above. 

As for Claim 16, Kojima et al teaches of requiring approval of a system 
administrator receiving a notification message (see Fig. 21; see paragraph 
[0048][0050][0053] and [0055]). Kijima et al fails to clearly recite possible corrective 
actions include action options, and wherein the notification message includes the action 
options. Primm et al teaches the possible corrective actions include action options, and 
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wherein the notification message includes the action options ((see col. 12, lines 20-24, 
29-32; col. 9- col. 10, line 65)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined corrective actions as taught by Primm et 
al with notification messages as taught by Kojima et al for the motivation expressed in 
independent Claim 9 above. 

As for Claim 17, Kojima et al teaches of notification messages, but fails to 
explicitly recite the formatter/addresser formats the alert messages for receipt by one or 
more of a Web browser, a mobile phone, and a telephone. Primm et al teaches the 
formatter/addresser formats the alert messages for receipt by one or more of a Web 
browser, a mobile phone, and a telephone (e.g., action handlers; (see col. 9, line 58- 
col. 10, line 65; col. 13, lines 40-43)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined the formatter/addresser as taught by 
Primm et al with the notification messages as taught by Kojima et al for the motivation 
expressed in independent Claim 9 above. 

As for Claim 18, Kojima et al teaches of notification messages, but fails to 
explicitly recite the management server initiates automatic corrective action based on a 
monitored state of a device. Primm et al teaches the management server initiates 
automatic corrective action based on a monitored state of a device (e.g., alert handling 
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system; ((col. 6, line 49- col. 7, line 3; col. 9, lines 24-38)), and wherein a notification 
message indicates the action taken by the management server (e.g., error notification; 
(see col. 11, lines 41-50; col. 13, lines 25-39; col. 14, lines 6-13)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined the management server as taught by 
Primm et al with notification messages as taught by Kojima et al for the motivation 
expressed in independent Claim 9 above. 

As for Claim 19, Kojima et al teaches of notification messages, but fails to 
explicitly recite alert messages are e-mail messages. Primm et al clearly teaches the 
alert messages are e-mail messages ((see col. 9, line 65- col. 10, 8; col. 10, lines 38- 
42)). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined alert messages are email messages as 
taught by Primm et al with notification messages as taught by Kojima et al for the 
motivation expressed in independent Claim 9 above. 

As for Claim 20, Kojima et al teaches of notification messages, but fails to 
explicitly recite a lightweight directory access protocol (LDAP) database. Primm et al 
teaches a lightweight directory access protocol (LDAP) database that specifies 
recipients of the alert messages and transmission modes and addresses (see col. 4, 
lines 11-15). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined a lightweight directory access protocol 
(LDAP) database as taught by Primm et al with notification messages as taught by 
Kojima et al for the motivation expressed in independent Claim 9 above. 

Claim 21 differs from Claim 1 in that claim 21 is a computer program product 
whereas claim 1 is a method claim. Thus, claim 21 is analyzed as previously discussed 
with respect to claim 1 above. 

Claims 22-27 differ from Claims 2-7 in that claims 22-27 are computer program 
products whereas claims 2-7 are method claims. Thus, claims 22-27 are analyzed as 
previously discussed with respect to claims 2-7 above. 

Claims 29-32 differ from Claims 14-17 in that claims 29-32 are system whereas 
claims 14-17 are system claims. Thus, claims 29-32 are analyzed as previously 
discussed with respect to claims 14-17 above. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-20 have been fully considered but 
are not persuasive in view of the original grounds of rejection. 
With respect to applicant's argument that: 



Application/Control Number: 10/825,207 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2165 

"...claim 13 recites "an action rules database that specifies possible corrective actions for 
correcting a problem associated with the alert, wherein the parser consults the database to select one or 
more of the corrective actions." Kojima does not teach these elements." 

Examiner is not persuaded. Examiner acknowledges that applicant's amendment 

to Claim 13 presents additional limitations that were not originally considered during the 
first Office Action submitted by examiner. Examiner maintains the rejection of Claim 13 
due to the claim language being taught by Primm et al (US Patent No. 7095321 B2) 
referenced within the Office Action under U.S.C. 103(a) rejections. Within Primm et al, 
"an action rules database that specifies possible corrective actions associated with an 
alert" is taught, (e.g., alert profiles; (see col. 6, line 57- col. 7, line 3; col. 12, lines 34- 
41, 51-54))(e.g., action handlers; (see col. 9, line 58- col. 10, line 65)). 

With respect to applicant's argument that: 

"...claim 28 recites "means for identifying actions to correct problems associated with the alert 
messages; means for automatically performing the actions to correct the problems when an operator is 
not required to make a decision for correcting the problems; and means for sending the actions to correct 
the problems to the operator when the operator is required to make a decision for correcting the 
problems. Kojima does not teach these elements." 

Examiner is not persuaded. Examiner acknowledges that applicant's amendment 

to Claim 28 presents additional limitations that were not originally considered during the 
first Office Action submitted by examiner, and is similarly analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed with respect to Claim 13 above. 



With respect to applicant's argument that: 
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"Primm never teaches that the system identifies an action required to correct the problem. 
Further, Primm never teaches that the system automatically performs the action to correct the problem. 
...the alert actions in Primm merely notify the user, not provide the user with an action to correct the 
alert." 

Examiner is not persuaded and maintains that the relied upon teachings of 
Primm et al discloses both alert profiles and alert handlers, which are equivalent to 
applicant's teachings of identifying an action to correct a problem and automatically 
performing that action. "Each alert profile defines a set of one or more response 
sequences. Each sequence defines a set of alert actions to be taken, the time after the 
beginning of the alert to execute the actions for the first time..." (see col. 6, line 57-67; 
col. 7, lines 1-3; col. 12, lines 34-41, 51-54) 
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Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Raheem Hoffler whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1036. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffery Gaffin can be reached on (571) 272-4146. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




